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Editorial Comment
The Federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
(called the 1965 Federal School Child's Education Act, Public Law
89-10, 89th Congress, First Session) is the federal educational foun-
dation act to strengthen and improve educational quality and
educational opportunities in the nation's elementary and secondary
schools.
It establishes two separate fiscal foundation formulas for school
children. For poor children, II per cent of our nation's school
children, it provides a fair share of special educational programs
and services in public schools and in private schools. For all school
children, it provides a fair share of books (school library, and text)
for their use. Title I provides special education for the children of
low income families. Title II furnishes books for the use of every
child in every school, public and private, day and residential.
The 1965 Federal School Child's Education Act is the foundation
act to provide:
I. Educational programs to meet the special educational needs
of educationally deprived children. For such children in private
eiementary and secondary schools, the local school district must make
provision for special educational services and arrangements in which
such children can participate. (Section 205 (a)).
II. For the use of children and teachers in public and private
elementary and secondary schools (1) library resources, (2) text-
books, and (3) instructional materials. (Section 203 (a)).
III. A local public and private cooperative action program for
supplementary educational centers and services. It is anticipated that
these centers and services must be open on an equal basis to private
school teachers and children.
IV. Grants for educational research and training. This is an ex-
tension of a program started by Congress in 1954. (20 U.S.C.
§§ 331-32.)
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Because of the far reaching importance of this Act to education,
both public and private, The Catholic Lawyer features two articles
in this issue which serve to highlight the results achieved in the first
year of the Act's operation along with suggestions for its possible
improvement.
Congressman Hugh Carey, one of the authors of the original legis-
lation, reports on the first year's progress under the Act and the
prospects for the future. Mr. T. Raber Taylor, member of the
National Board of Trustees of Citizens for Educational Freedom, is
the writer of the second article. In it he calls for substantial addi-
tional appropriations under the Act to meet the increased needs for
school books and materials.
Elsewhere in this issue the controversial topic of governmental
action in the field of family planning is debated by William Ball,
General Counsel of the Pennsylvania Catholic Conference and George
Sirilla, S.J., a lawyer and Jesuit Scholastic.
While responsible parenthood was specifically endorsed by the
Vatican Council, immoral means were condemned as a way of
achieving such planning. The debate therefore hinges, in part, on
whether in a pluralistic society such as ours, private moral judgments
regarding methods of family planning can provide a basis for opposi-
tion to government programs.
The negative position holds that so long as human life and personal
rights are safeguarded and no coercion or pressure is exerted against
individual moral choice, the government may offer birth control in-
formation and assistance.
This is impossible, argues the affirmative position, since if the power
and prestige of a government is placed behind programs aimed at
providing birth control services for the poor, coercion necessarily
results and violations of human privacy become inevitable.
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